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PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS. 

T H E PSYCHOLOGY O F CULTURE-CONTACT. 

SIR EDWARD TYLOR and SIR LAURENCE GOMME, two 

original members of this Society, have lately passed away. 
Both were master minds; and it would ill become me to 
venture to institute any comparison between them in 
respect of their intellectual calibre or the value of their 
work. If the one was perhaps more widely known to the 
world, his writings having been translated into many 
tongues, the other was at any rate more intimately known 
to us, seeing that he had the best of titles to rank as our 
founder or co-founder.1 

Nevertheless, it will be legitimate, and also not without 
profit at the present time, to compare them in respect of 
their theoretic interests and methods of research. I would 
try to prove that wisdom is justified of all her children, 
though interests be diverse and methods many. We must 
avoid narrowness of view. There is ever, for instance, a 
tendency at work among us to magnify some partial aspect 
of a subject at the expense of the rest. Or, again, it is a 
common and natural fallacy to suppose that we are initiat
ing fundamental changes in the way of scientific procedure 
when we are but following up the clues provided by the 

i Gomme himself speaks of W. J. Thorns as " founder " (Folk-Lore, iii. 3), 
And Sir E . Brabrook repeats this, while calling Gomme "co-founder" 
(Folk-Lore, xiii. 12, 13); but Thorns himself seems to disclaim the honour 
(Folk-Lore Record, i. xiii). Thorns was, however, first "director," Gomme 
succeeding him In the office. 
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14 Presidential A ddress. 

labour of a former generation. Thus it may be useful, as it 
is undoubtedly pious, to look backwards as well as forwards 
—not to forget, lest wc lose time in having to relearn. 

In the first place, then, Tylor stood for anthropology 
and Gomme for folklore. With smaller men this might 
have been a cause of dissociation and cross purposes. 
Instead, both realized clearly from the outset that they 
were exploring the same field from opposite ends. Tylor 
led the way by introducing the term "survivals." 2 H e 
applied it to " that great class of facts" constituted by 
"processes, customs, opinions, and so forth, which have 
been carried on by force of habit into a new state of society 
different from that in which they had their original home."" 
Here they "remain as proofs and examples of an older 
condition of culture out of which a newer has been evolved." 
" The serious business of ancient society may be seen to 
sink into the sport of later generations, and its serious belief 
to linger on in nursery folk-lore." Let us, too, note in 
passing that Tylor was no adherent of that false psychology 
which treats a survival as mere inert matter, a waste pro
duct passively impeding the exercise of organic function. 
On the contrary, he was fully aware that "sometimes old 
thoughts and practices will burst out afresh, to the amaze
ment of a world that thought them long since dead or 
dying"; in brief, that the survival may be quickened into 
a revival, the savage impulses having meanwhile but lain 
dormant in the heart of the civilized man. So much then 
for Tylor's recognition of the study of survivals as a branch 
of what he calls the science of culture. 

•See Primitive Cutturt (t»t edit. 1871), 15 (pp. 16, 17 of 4th edit.) for his 
claim to this effect, ai also for the passages subsequently cited; and see 
generally chaps, I'd. and iv. lie had already developed the notion of sur
vivals as covering "the superstitious practices which belong to peasant folk, 
lore" in a lecture given at the Royal Institution, April 23, 1869, "On the 
Survival of Savage Thought in modern Civilisation" 1 see Prof. Poy. Inst. v. 
522-35, cip. 530 (compare also it. 534, on revivals). 
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Presidential Address. 1 5 

Now folklore, as this Society has consistently conceived 
it, corresponds exactly to that branch of the science of 
culture which Tylor has here in view. It is true that, 
when William Thorns gave the word to the world in 1846, 
he was content to assign to his "good Saxon compound" 
the broad and comfortable meaning of " the lore of the 
People." 8 But already in the same year that saw the first 
general meeting of this Society Andrew Lang had roundly 
defined folklore as " the study of survivals."* And not 
only in this respect does he conform to the Tylorian 
terminology, but likewise in describing the content of folk
lore as the "culture " that the people has created out of its 
own resources.6 If both he and the Council in its First 
Report prefer to decorate the word culture with inverted 
commas, it was merely because in those days it was felt, as 
indeed there has been reason to feel more recently, that 
culture and barbarism do not naturally go together in 
our common speech or practice. For the rest, this First 
Report, drafted as we may plausibly conjecture by the hand 
of the secretary and chief organizer Gomme, indicates in 
the clearest language how it must always be the aim of our 
Society to combine folklore with the study of savagery in 
the interest of a single comprehensive science of culture. 
The statement of policy is so broad-minded that I make no 
apology for quoting it in a slightly abridged form. " Folk
lore may be said to include all the 'culture ' of the people, 
which has not been worked into the official religion and 
history, but which is and has always been of self-growth. 
It represents itself in civilized history by strange and 
uncouth customs.. . . In savage life all these things are 
extant, not as survivals but as actual portions of the 
prevalent state of society. The Folk-lore survivals of 
civilization and the Folk-lore status of savage tribes both, 

•See his letter, Athenaeum, August 22, 1S4G, reprinted in the First Annual 
Report (1879), pp. 1-3 (appended to Folk-Lore Record, ii.). 

4 Preface to Folk-Lore Record, ii. vii. • Folk-Lore Record, i. 99. 
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16 Presidential Address. 

therefore, belong to the primitive history of mankind ; and 
in collecting and printing these relics of one epoch, from two 
such widely different sources, the Folk-Lore Society will 
produce that necessary comparison and illustration which 
is of so much service to the anthropologist." 6 

Assuming, then, as we surely may on the strength of 
such evidence, that Tylor the anthropologist and Gomme the 
folklorist were in scientific outlook wholly at one, let us, 
in the next place, enquire whether on the question of 
method their agreement was any less complete. Now, it 
goes without saying that, if the material be different, the 
mode of treatment will differ accordingly. Dealing as they 
did with separate parts of the same subject, each would 
naturally pursue his own line of specialized research. But 
such diversity as was merely incidental to a division of 
labour need not concern us here. The only point at issue 
is whether their methods were in any sense antagonistic. 
Wc must ask how far, if at all, they championed rival 
principles of explanation. Were both for giving the same 
general orientation to the study of culture? Or does the 
subsequent development prove that the one rather than the 
other divined its real path of advance ? 

Tylor is usually represented as the chief exponent of 
a method known as the psychological or evolutionary. 
Gomme, on the other hand, relies mainly on the method 
which is variously distinguished as the sociological, ethno
logical, or historical. These have hitherto been, and still 
arc, the only methods that can claim first-rate importance 
In regard to the science of culture. The question for us is 
whether their claims arc in any way incompatible. For it 
may well be that, in the hands of the masters of the science, 
these methods prove in effect complementary to each other, 
affording access to the same truth by different avenues of 
approach. 

Tylor's method, of course, is evolutionary in the sense 
• First Annual Kejvrt (1879), 4. 
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Presidential Address. 1 7 

that he concerns himself from first to last with the develop-
"ment of culture. But, on this very ground, it equally 
deserves the name of a historical method ; his subject being 
the history of culture neither more nor less. It should, 
therefore, be clearly understood at the start that a curtail
ment, not to say a downright distortion, of our terms is 
necessary if we are to use " evolutionary " and " historical" 
to describe methods that are narrower in scope than the 
method of the science as a whole. In this restricted sense 
of the words, an evolutionary explanation is one that 
regards a custom as of independent origin, that is to say, 
as the direct outcome of the conditions operating within a 
given area of culture; whereas a historical explanation is 
one that treats it as the result of some connexion in the 
way of inheritance or of intercourse between the area under 
investigation and the outside world. 

Does Tylor, then, ignore or seek to disparage this so-
called historical method ? By no means. On the contrary, 
he expounds its nature and possibilities at great length, 
showing by many well-chosen illustrations how historical 
connexions are to be traced in detail, as notably by the 
study of the geographical distribution of customs.7 Indeed, 
I am not acquainted with any more recent writer who has 
succeeded in stating the case for a critical use of this 
method with so much force and lucidity. Nay, so far is 
Tylor from showing undue partiality for the theory of 
spontaneous origination, that he actually thrusts on it the 
burden of proof as against the mere general presumption of 
transmission. " Any one," he says, " who claims a parti
cular place as the source of even the smallest art, from the 
mere fact of finding it there, must feel that he may be using 
his own ignorance as evidence, as though it were know
ledge. It is certainly playing against the bank for a 
student to set up a claim to isolation for any art or custom, 
not knowing what evidence there may be against him, buried 

TSee Researches into the Early History of Maitlind*, chaps. I. vii. xii. xiii. 
n 
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i8 Presidential Address. 

in the ground, hidden among remote tribes, or contained 
even in ordinary books, to say nothing of the thousands of 
volumes of forgotten histories and travels."8 For the rest,, 
he suggests in prophetic vein that " it is possible that the 
ethnographer may some day feel himself justified in giving 
to this kind of argument a far wider range" 9—namely, the 
argument relating to the propagation of customs. Even at 
the time when he wrote his first ethnological treatise, 
historical connexions loomed invitingly on all sides. "On 
the whole," he sums up , " it docs not seem to be an unrea
sonable, or even over-sanguine view, that the mass of 
analogies in art and knowledge, mythology and custom, 
confused and indistinct as they at present are, may already 
be taken to indicate that the civilisations of many races, 
whose history even the evidence of language has not suc
ceeded in bringing into connexion, have really grown up 
under one another's influences, or derived common material 
from a common source." 1 0 

Yet Tylor's name will always be associated with the 
evolutionary method,seeing that his most famous generaliza
tions have been reached by its aid. Let us see how this 
came about. Now, his interest throughout lay, not in the 
cultural history of particular societies, much less in the 
history of individual culture-makers, but in the history of 
human culture in general. Numberless uniformities are 
displayed by primitive culture as a whole, and, somewhat 
less obviously, by various wholesale levels or stages that 
can be distinguished within it.. Some of these unifor
mities might be due to accident, and a great many are 
undoubtedly the result of the borrowing of customs. But 
there remain other similarities which, in Tylor's view, are to 
be accounted for by direct reference to that similarity of 
mind which up to a certain point all human beings alike 
display. Thus, in so far as a given feature of culture can 

*Rtseartktt inlt tht Early History cf Mankind*, 175. 
* / * . 377- ' • / ' • 379-
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Presidential Address. 1 9 

be explained as the expression of some universal tendency 
on the part of our minds, spontaneous origination, an 
evolutionary development in the narrower sense, may be 
said to occur. Moreover, as compared with the other 
method of tracing historical connexions, this "direct 
method," 1 1 as he terms it, promises quicker re turns; 
since thereby "the use of detailed history is very much 
superseded." 1 2 The reason is that " the facts have not, so 
to speak, travelled far from their causes." The mental law 
involved can be inferred from the given group of facts 
without further ado. At the same time, Tylor is perfectly 
ready to admit that such a method is practicable " only in 
particular parts of human culture." Yet " they are among 
the easiest and most inviting parts of the subject"; and so 
he attacks them mainly, without having much regard for 
their " absolute importance." Indeed, as we have already 
seen, he looked forward to an indefinitely wider and more 
fruitful use of the theory of transmission in the future. 
But he docs not believe that the time has come for writing 
a systematic treatise on the history of culture; and at all 
events is content on his own account to present a mere 
offering of first-fruits, or, as Bacon would say, a vittdemiati? 
prima. 

A common misconception of the principle involved in 
the evolutionary method may be noticed. According to 
this version, or rather perversion, of its meaning, it would 
run as follows: while the evolution of culture has taken 
place independently in a number of different areas, the 
process as a whole has repeated itself more or less exactly; 
so that we cither may treat any one development as typical 
of all, or, if no one complete history be available, may patch 
together a representative account out of fragments taken 
indifferently from any of the particular areas concerned. 
If there be any student of culture who has consciously or 

u Early History of Mankind*, 4. 
'*/*. 3, as also for the following citations. 
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2 0 Presidential Address. 

unconsciously done homage to so absurd a principle, it is 
certainly not Tylor. He was neither so ignorant nor so 
wrong-headed as to suppose that history repeats itself by 
means of a parallelism of concrete cultures, each the pro
duct of a pure self-growth. Such a doctrine, indeed, is 
quite unthinkable. A strictly indigenous culture is as 
unknown to science as a strictly autochthonous race. 
Tylor's evolutionary hypothesis, however, is simply this: 
that certain pervasive elements of culture are susceptible of 
separate treatment and explanation, inasmuch as they can 
be extracted by analysis from the infinitely various concrete 
settings in which they occur. One may speak of them as 
customs, as Tylor often does; but really they are features of 
custom rather than samples of it—threads running through 
the tissue, not actual pieces of the stuff. The pervasive 
elements in question are the effects of our common mentality. 
ThusTylor's evolutionary method is likewise a psychological 
one. Such effects do not display similarity only when the 
cultural conditions arc otherwise similar. On the contrary, 
the special function of the comparative method is to testify 
to a unity in difference, as in this case constituted by the 
human mind ; which, amid an endless diversity of outer 
circumstance, remains ever true to its destiny in virtue of 
an innate self-activity, unconditional, spontaneous, perennial 
as life itself. 

I have already alluded to Tylor's doctrine that a survival 
may at times pass into a revival. Here we have ready to 
hand an admirable test of the value of his psychological 
method. Underlying primitive magic, he discerns a natural 
tendency to mistake casual associations and coincidences 
for real connexions. We can learn to overcome this 
tendency by means of a training in the logic of science; 
but it is always there, a permanent idolon of the mind. 
Hence, given conditions unfavourable to the predominance 
of the scientific temper, the lurking superstition will 
ou t ; so that the magic-haunted phantasy of aboriginal 
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Presidential Address, 21 

Australia comes to life again in the witch-mania of a 
Europe which, paradoxically enough, is in the throes of 
an intellectual and spiritual re-birth. Or, again, Tylor 
explains the animism of the savage as a natural interpre
tation of his dreams and visions. Such experiences are 
common to us all, and it thus remains open to us all to 
attribute a serious import, say, to the visionary appearance 
of one who is recently dead. Hence ancient animism has 
its counterpart—Tylor roundly says its revival—in modem 
spiritualism. The cultural conditions are altogether diffe
rent, yet the mental attitude recurs. These illustrations 
will suffice to show at once how Tylor uses his evolutionary 
method, and how it serves the ultimate purpose of his 
writings. For he was not one of those who set up a monu
ment to savage unreason. Rather he was bent on proving 
how reasonable the savage is according to his lights. The 
history of human culture, he insists, is all of a piece. Man 
has- worked his long way upward by one and the same 
expedient, namely, " b y the stern method of trial and 
error." 1 3 Tylor was ever a kindly soul, as indeed every 
good anthropologist must b e ; and this, his main con
clusion, is as kindly as it is true. 

I pass on. Not but what I should like to say much 
more, did time allow, in praise of Tylor's methods, and in 
particular of his psychological method. So, too, were I to 
pursue this theme further, I might be led on to discuss 
how far it is possible, while continuing to use his psycho
logical method as such in exactly his way, yet to modify 
the psychological doctrine with which the mental science 
of his day supplied him ; so as, for instance, to allow feel
ing and will a fuller jurisdiction by the side of thought, or, 
again, to make more of the specific mental effects of social 
intercourse and tradition. But appreciation rather than 
criticism is appropriate to the present occasion. In the 

» MacmiUan't Magazine, xlvi. (1883), 86. 
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22 Presidential Address. 

same spirit, I would ask you to consider the work of 
Gomme, with special reference to his use of the historical 
method. 

Gomme's views about method touch us very nearly, seeing 
that to introduce order and discipline into the researches 
of this Society was his heart's desire—nay, was probably 
the prime incentive that moved him to work out those 
principles of method which were afterwards embodied in his 
own studies. From the time of our foundation onwards he 
was resolved that this Society should be no league of elegant 
triflcrs. We arc collectors, it is true, rather than theorists 
in the first instance ; and your collector of folklore is born, 
not made. Nevertheless, even hounds of the right breed 
will lose themselves if there be no whipper-in. So it fell to 
Gomme, as secretary and director, to see that the work of 
the Society should advance along strictly scientific lines. 
I need not review in detail the steps that he took to this end 
—how, for instance, he provided us with a careful biblio
graphy of folklore, so that what the French would call our 
"documentation" might be thoroughly systematic. It is 
enough to say that he laboured to form our scientific 
methods, as did no other of our leaders with such conscious 
i n t e n t ; l i so that, indeed, we can scarcely fail to be 
sympathetic towards principles that are part, as it were, of 
our social inheritance. 

Now, there is a sense in which a historical method is 
practicable for the folklorist in a way that it can never be 
for his brother the anthropologist. It is a sense differing 
alike from that in which we speak of the general method of 
the science of culture as the comparative or historical, and 
from the more restricted use of the term to signify the theory 
of historical connexion or transmission. In this, its third 
meaning, the historical method is one which by direct 

"Thus in Folk-Ltrt, siii. (190a), 13, Sir Edward Brabrook singles him out 
from among the protagonists of the Society for his contributions to the subject 
of method. 
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Presidential Address. 2 3 

reference to the literary records of the past traces the 
development of a custom from stage to stage. It might 
seem hardly necessary to formulate so obvious a principle 
of research were it not that the kind of material interesting 
to the folklorist, consisting in the sayings and doings of 
those whom Hume describes as " the lowest vulgar," is 
precisely such as official historians will be likely to slur over 
or misrepresent; so that a positive rule is required to remind 
us that the accidents of history are the opportunities of 
folklore. The historical method is Tylor's name for this 
straightforward way of hunting up the pedigree of a 
survival; and, by way of illustration, he applies it very 
prettily to the explanation of the led horse at the soldier's 
funeral.1 5 Historical research, then, in this plain sense of 
the term, has always been a main concern of this Society. 
We have enjoyed many demonstrations of the value of this 
method not only for constructive, but likewise for critical, 
purposes; as, for instance, when Miss Burne, in a striking 
Presidential Address, showed us how, by the aid of recorded 
history, it was possible "todistinguish between one survival 
and another, between survivals from mediaeval days and 
survivals from totemic days, between local variations and 
radical differences.""1 As for Gomme, his examination 
of the archives of British custom was so systematic and 
fruitful as to entitle him to rank high among the 
historians of this country. But it is not this aspect of 
his work that I propose to consider to-night. He was 
likewise a follower of the historical method in the sense 
in which it is contrasted with the evolutionary; and, 
since the relative value of these methods for the science 
of culture is even to-day by no means clear, it may be 
useful to enquire how the argument from historical 
connexion took shape under the hand of a great 
pioneer. 

"In "The Study of Custom," Macmillan's Magazine, xlvl. (tS8a), 79. 
" I elk-Lore, (1910), 3a. 
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24 Presidential Address. 

Culture-contact is a notion that has long been familiar to 
this Society. I find the actual term in use in early days,17" 
while the principle that it stands for was constantly to the 
front; as, notably, during the protracted battle over folk-
talcs between the " diffusionists" and the " casualists," 
namely, the parties that severally favoured "dissemination 
from a common centre " and " parallel invention." Looking 
back on this ancient controversy, one is able to perceive 
that the two schools were at loggerheads because their 
prevailing interests, rather than their theories of method, 
were diverse. The one group fixed their attention on the 
particular history of some tale as a whole. The other 
group, on the contrary, were for the most part bent on 
extracting from it some particular feature, say, an odd 
piece of magic, or a reminiscence of animism, so that they 
might forthwith explain such an isolated element as the 
outcome of some world-wide habit of mind. At all events, 
it would be quite unfair, as was done then and is some
times done now, to name the doctrine of independent 
origins the "anthropological" view, as if to imply that 
anthropology tends to reject the principle of diffusion by 
culture-contact altogether. It has been shown already how 
Tylor strove to render equal justice to the evolutionary 
and the historical points of view. And, if Tylor was not a 
typical anthropologist, who is ? 

Now Gomme in so many words declares that his own 
point of view—he even terms it a "bias"—is anthropo
logical." l ie belongs to the "anthropological" school as 
contrasted with the "li terary" in regard to the study of 
folk-talcs. In other words, his interest lies, not in the 
particular history of the talc .as such, but in the general 
history of culture as explained by the analysis of the talc 
in question. Nor will he join with those who will have 

"Sec J. Jicob» In I att mat. Folk-Ure Congress (1891), 83 s cf. Folk-Lore, 
I*. (1893), 336. 

Folk-Urt, ill. (1S93), 4 t compare it. ii. (1S91), 2 j iv. (1893), IS. 
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Presidential Address. 25 

nothing to do with the evolutionary theory. On the con
trary, he rebukes Mr. Jacobs, when the latter pours scorn 
on those he nicknamed the casualists, as one " who is per
petually forgetting his masters in the science," and reminds 
him of " a man called Tylor." 1 0 Gomme's own position in 
respect to the theory of independent origins is eminently 
reasonable. He is prepared to make the assumption in 
certain cases, but does so "provisionally," just as Tylor did 
also. 2 0 One cause, he says, with which the folklorist must 
always reckon is " the generation of the same thought by 
people of the same mental development, wherever they 
may be existing, or at whatever date." n The evolutionary 
principle could not be more fairly stated. 

Nevertheless, Gomme put most of his strength into the 
exposition and advocacy of the complementary method— 
the historical, sociological, ethnological. He gave it 
emphasis, because it needed it. In those early days the 
interest in belief and story had outrun the interest in insti
tutions ; though it is true that the Folk-Lore Congress of 
1 S 9 1 had impartially allotted sections to each of these 
three departments of the subject. Gomme's researches 
into the history of the village-community in this country 
had taught him betimes the value of referring oddments 
of custom to their institutional basis, as established by 
exhaustive enquiry within a particular area of culture. So, 
in the course of several Presidential Addresses delivered in 
the early nineties, and elsewhere, he developed, for the 
lasting benefit of this Society and of our science in general, 
his conception of the fundamental importance of the study 
of institutions, or, as he otherwise phrases it, of social 
organization. Even as regards this kind of method he 
gracefully concedes the lead to Tylor, referring more 
especially to his essay " On a Method of investigating the 
development of Institutions applied to Laws of Marriage 

n Folk'Urt, iv. (1893), 13. 
" / * . M . 8 1 lb, 10. 
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26 Presidential Address. 

and Descent . " 2 2 Gomme's special merit, however, consists 
in having formulated the principle of method tha t insti tu
tions need, first and foremost, to be studied in their local 
context . Intensive ethnographical research is the necessary 
prius of comparative ethnology. Before we proceed to 
trace historical connexions between different areas of 
culture on the strength of the geographical distribution 
of customs, we must have worked out the topographical 
distribution of customs within the several areas concerned, 
so as to make sure that in each case the things to be com
pared arc themselves envisaged in the l ight of their 
authentic development. Such a method, then, as applied 
to a region with a recorded past such as this country, will 
be historical in two senses at o n c e ; because it is the only 
way of proving the historical transmission of customs, and 
at the same t ime.because it involves the testing of each 
custom by its historical pedigree. I t is likewise essentially 
sociological, since it insists that social organization ra ther 
than belief or s tory brings us directly into touch with t ha t 
continuous life of the people of which the various customs 
arc but the expression. 

Further, such a method is no less characteristically 
ethnological. Even if we concentrate on a single area, we 
can hardly fail to discover, in its institutional history, the 
effects of culture-contact. W e are proud to remember tha t 
under Gomme's Presidency this Society was to the fore in 
promoting an ethnological survey of Britain. 2 3 Gomme's 
own work, too, had led him straight to the explanat ion of 
the British vil lage-community in terms of culture-contact. 
In to the particular merits of this explanation we cannot go 
n o w ; but it will serve as an excellent example of an 
ethnological hypothesis as employed by the historical 
method of folklore. Having tried to eliminate the effects 

"In J o i i r n . A nth. Inst, xviii. (18S8), 345 f.; see Gomme in Folk-Lore, ii. 
<l8oi). 4S7. 

"Compare Folk-Lore, v. (1894), 5 a 
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Presidential Address. 27 

of Roman and later influences, Gomme thought that he 
could resolve the village-community into a dual system 
due to the settlement of Aryan conquerors amid a pre-
Aryan population that was thereby reduced to serfdom. 
The grounds on which the theory was made to rest were 
primarily sociological. The Aryan overlords were credited 
with a tribal system that has left various survivals in the 
way of institutional custom or belief; whereas the abori
gines were supposed to have already possessed a village-
organization which continued to exist in a modified form.2* 
When we are provided with so perfect a specimen of a 
theory of culture-contact, I need not labour the point that 
Gomme's favourite method was no less ethnological than it 
was sociological and historical in its purpose. Indeed I 
have said enough—or perhaps more than enough, seeing 
that I am speaking to those who knew him well—to 
justify the assertion that, just as wc think naturally of 
Tylor in connexion with the evolutionary method, so the 
historical method ought to be for all time associated with 
the name of Gomme, who, while others groped, lit a 
lamp, and so lighted himself and the rest of us along a 
sure way. 

I have now accomplished the main object of these 
remarks, which was to endeavour to do honour to the 
memory of Sir Edward Tylor and of Sir Laurence Gomme, 
by examining their work—very hastily and imperfectly I 
am afraid—from the limited but crucial standpoint of 
method. It remains to consider how we, who are left to 
carry on that work, may develop those pioneer methods of 
theirs in a way worthy of their approval, were they still 
here. There are active among us to-day eager advocates 

u Gomme has frequently expounded the theory in question. See, for 
instance, The Village Community (London, 1890), 137 ; Ethnology in Folk-
lore (London, 1892), 70 j Folklore as a Historical Science (London, 1908), 
357 ; and Sociological Review (1909), 323. 
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28 Presidential Address. 

of the ethnological method, such as Dr. Rivers and 
Professor Elliot Smith. On the other hand, the evolu
tionary school can claim adherents so powerful as Sir 
James Frazer and Mr. Hartland ; while at Oxford, if only 
out of sheer loyalty to Tylor, some of us may always 
incline towards a psychological interpretation of primitive 
culture. Now how deep does the difference cut? Is there 
any need to prosecute science in the spirit of partisans ? 
We have seen how Tylor and Gomme paid equal homage 
to both methods, though as anthropologist and as folklorist 
they severally applied a single and an opposite method to 
the work immediately confronting them. Has not the time 
come, then, when we may aspire to a joint use of 
the historical and the evolutionary methods ? Logically 
they arc not incompatible, but would rather seem to be 
complementary to each other. Cannot we make them 
practically so ? 

I venture to suggest, then, in the name of those masters 
of method, Tylor and Gomme, who realized that the paths 
to the truth arc many but converging, that we bring our 
divided forces to bear on a theme that promises exercise 
for them all—I mean the psychology of culture-contact. I 
cannot, indeed, claim to have thought out in any detail how 
such a subject ought to be treated. Even had I done so, I 
could not attempt at this late hour to put my thoughts into 
words. Hut I hail it as a sign of the times that Dr. Rivers, 
whose passion for the strictest scientific method first led 
him to the study of social organization, and thenceforward 
to the study of ethnological intermixture, has tended more 
and more as he went on to eke out history by means of 
psychological considerations of a general nature. Being 
himself a psychologist of no mean repute, he was never, as 
some hot-heads would seem to be, for excluding psychology 
from the science of culture altogether. Yet for a long time 
he cried " to-morrow " to his poor handmaid, eager to serve. 
She must sit in the cold and wait. But somehow she has 
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Presidential Address. 29 

slipped in and got to work; and it is plainly not in his 
heart any longer to wish it otherwise. 

Going back for a moment to Gomme's ethnological work, 
we may note the same surreptitious ingress of a psychology 
that will not be denied. I take a couple of examples 
almost at hazard. Thus his theory of the origin of the 
village-community demands that the Aryan immigrants 
stand to the pre-Aryan aborigines in the relation of con
querors to conquered. Yet the former are assumed to 
have " adopted and adapted " certain beliefs of the indi
genous population. Why ? Because for religious reasons 
the invaders are apt to borrow from the local folk so as to 
make themselves at home among the sacred powers of the 
land. 8 4 Now such a principle is to a certain extent suscept
ible of proof, or disproof, by the collection and comparison 
of historical instances. But in essence it is a psychological 
cause that is invoked, and one which, if genuine, must 
have operated independently again and again. Once more, 
he puts forward a hypothesis which, though it is to be 
taken in close connexion with the other, rests on a psycho
logical principle of another order, namely, one belonging to 
the psychology of sex. " It seems to me quite possible," 
he writes, " tha t the women of a conquered race, feared as 
they often were by their conquerors as the devotees of the 
local deities, might use that fear under some conditions to 
establish a place of power which has left its mark on the 
history of marriage." 2 0 Now here we have just the sort 
of problem concerning the effect of culture-contact on 
marriage-organization that Dr. Rivers has constantly to 
face in his " History of Melanesian Society." I t may 
or may not be necessary in such a context to speculate on 
what might happen in virtue of the tendency to regard 
women as the mysterious sex. But I fail to see how we 

"Compare Folk-Lore, iv. (1893), 13. In confirmation of such an explana
tion, see E. S. Hartland in Folk-Lore, xxvii. (1916), 319. 

M Folk-ljre, ii. (1891), 494. 
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30 Presidential Address. 

arc ever to get at grips with such a question if psycho
logical considerations are altogether ruled out on a priori 
grounds of method. Gomme at any rate was not such a 
pedant as to reject a useful hint, though it come from any 
quarter. Nor does Dr. Rivers show himself pedantic, 
inasmuch as he has passed on from sociology to ethnology, 
and from ethnology to psychology, with a progressive 
enlargement of outlook which makes his book a classic 
for all those who wish to study method in the making. 

Dr. Rivers, indeed, allows in so many words that " there 
is one department of sociology in which . . . psychological 
assumptions become indispensable," namely, when the pur
pose is " to show how social institutions come into existence 
as the result of the contact and blending of peoples.* 2 7 

Such assumptions, however, he insists, are not to be treated 
as "laws." They must be tested by the study of social 
processes ere ever we can so regard them. 2 8 With this we 
must all agree. After all, as folklorists and anthropologists, 
we are not interested in psychology or sociology as such, 
but in the science of human culture, a far more concrete 
and comprehensive study, which makes use of these dis
ciplines, and of others as well, just in so far as they throw 
light on the subject of culture from this side or from that. 
Or again, we arc not interested as ethnologists in the 
history of any particular culture-area in'itself. A so-called 
" law " is no law, a demonstration of tendency is not a real 
demonstration, so long as it holds good only for the British 
Isles, or for Melanesia. Our science is concerned with the 
general conditions of culture-contact; and to this end, and 
to nothing short of it, must our sociological and psycho
logical studies be conjointly directed. 

Dr. Rivers is, of course, fully aware of this. Indeed, 
though his treatise on the history of Melanesian society 
has primarily an ethnographical scope, he has managed, in 
a few pregnant pages, to formulate such general conditions 

'"Sociological Review, ix. (1916), 8. *• lb. 9. 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

Pu
rd

ue
 U

ni
ve

rs
ity

] 
at

 0
7:

32
 1

9 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
20

15
 



Presidential Address. 3* 

in a way that, to my mind, provides an excellent pro
gramme for future research.89 I t is true that considerations 
of relevancy make him limit his attention to one, and that 
the simplest, case of the diffusion of culture, namely, 
where the representatives of different cultures not only 
come into direct contact, but actually combine to form 
one society. How, then, may we classify the general 
conditions governing culture-contact in this special but 
highly typical case ? 

First, there are the various geographical conditions that 
may be summed up under the heads of route and habitat. 
It goes without saying that these must be studied in their 
influence on the cultural as well as on the purely physical 
life of the people, so as to bring out all the sociological and 
psychological effects that such influence involves. Thus, 
to illustrate the latter only, route must be taken into 
account in explaining the beliefs of a band of immigrant 
sea-rovers; 3 0 or, again, habitat will have a bearing if we try 
to show that fauna and flora, a special type of weather, a 
volcanic environment, and so forth, can give a peculiar turn 
to religious ideas. 3 1 

In the next place, the material culture*of the peoples 
who intermix, comprising all appliances brought into play 
by their arts, whether industrial or aesthetic, may be dis
tinguished as a special set of conditions. Here, again, 
though we treat these facts to some extent apart, we must 
never lose sight of their relation to the rest. Thus, on the 
one hand, they must be connected with route and habitat ; 
sca-farers may have no use for the bow in warfare,3 2 while 
inland-dwellers will hardly be expert in sea-fishing. On 

!* The History 0/Meknesian Society (Cambridge, 1914), ii. 292-303. 
"Compare Hist. Mel. Soc. ii. 262. 
3 1 As regards tlie effect of volcanic surroundings on belief, see Hist. Mel. Soc. 

ii. 263, 479 5 compare Sir J. G. Frazcr, The Golden Bongh (3rd ed.), v. 18S f. 
on "volcanic religion." 

"Compare Hist. Mel. Soc. ii. 447. 
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32 Presidential Address. 

the other hand, they affect, and are affected by, the socio
logical and psychological conditions ; so that; for instance, 
religion will retain otherwise useless appliances for cere
monial purposes, or, conversely, as Dr. Rivers has so 
brilliantly suggested, useful arts will be discarded because 
t he accompanying ceremonies are somehow lost. 3 3 

Thirdly, the social organization of the interacting parties 
involves a most impor tant class of conditions. Whe the r 
the immigrants are few or many, whether they are organized 
for war or come as peaceful traders or settlers, whether 
they have chiefs and a social system tha t will bear t rans
planting, whether they bring women with them, and these 
women of their own race and culture—all these, and m a n y 
more, are mat ters that must largely determine the whole 
conception of the mixing process ; while the social ar range
ments of the indigenous population form a no less im
portant clement in the problem. Kinship and marriage, 
government and law, and, hardly less directly, the organiza
tion of the economic and of the religious life, are dependent 
on these facts in such a degree that to consider them 
abstractly as functions of the social order is quite allowable 
on the part of a trained th inke r ; for he will know tha t the 
value of a given abstraction is in inverse ratio to t he 
importance of what is for the moment put out of sight. 

Fourthly, there arc psychological conditions that can and 
must be considered apar t in est imating what the combining 
units severally contribute to the blend. Thus , whether t he 
immigrants have a peaceful or warlike disposition, and 
whether the local population receive them in t he one spirit 
o r the other, is not wholly a mat te r of numbers and 
organization, however much the pure sociologist might 
wish to simplify the problem by supposing so. Again, 
the facts relating to language, and to oral tradition, a rc 
most naturally deal t with under this head. But I need 

"Compare W. II. R. Rivers, "The Disappearance of Useful Arts," in 
J-cttskHjt tillegnaJ E. U'tsUriiiartk (Ilelsingfors, 191a), 109f. 
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not insist further on a point which Dr. Rivers has amply 
stated, if indeed he has not overstated i t ; since he says 
" t h e only way in which the culture of an immigrant people 
can be carried about the world is in a psychological form, 
in the form of sentiments, beliefs, and ideas . " 8 4 

Lastly, we come to the most interesting of all the 
conditions involved in culture-contact, namely, the new 
conditions brought into p lay by the actual contact itself. 
Dr. Rivers finds fault with Dr. Graebner for conceiving 
ethnological in termixture as a mechanical process, and 
suggests tha t the notion of a chemical process comes nearer 
to the mark . 8 5 I confess tha t such analogies drawn from 
the physical sciences and redolent of the " lower categories " 
seem to me one and all misleading. W e must keep 
steadily in view the fact that culture-contact is, for the 
science of culture, essentially a psychical process. Only by 
applying the conception of soul, taken in its individual and 
social aspects together, can we do justice to such develop
ment as is brought about by a synthesis of spiritual 
elements—such as culture-contact t ruly is when viewed, 
not from some lower s tandpoint , bu t from the s tandpoint 
of culture itself. Now, as regards psychological" laws," Dr. 
Rivers wri tes : " I have never heard of them, and I am 
afraid I should not believe them if I h e a r d . " m I dare 
not, then, offer him one, but would nevertheless call 
at tention to what is a t least an accepted working principle 
in the domain of individual psychology. I t is this, tha t the 
occasion of the development of the higher processes of 
thought is conflict arising among our sense impressions. 
I would venture, then, to suggest that some very similar 
principle ought to be provided in the domain of social 
psychology to account for the spiritual awakening which a 
clash of cultures in circumstances otherwise favourable may 

u Sociological Review, ix. (!0l6), 8. 
35 History of Melanesian Society, ii. 585. 
M Sociological Review, ix. (1916), 9. 

C 
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occasion. I deliberately say " occasion," not " cause," 
because I regard soul as a prime-mover—the only one. 

For the rest, the specific conditions brought into p lay 
by virtue of the culture-contact itself need to be sub
jected to detailed analysis, and to be classified according 
to the aspects of culture involved. Here , then, is t h e 
chosen' ground to which I would point as the meet ing-
place and joint laboratory of the evolutionary and historical 
methods. While the historical method will a t tend chiefly 
to the assemblage of pre-exist ing conditions, the evolu
tionary, which is likewise essentially a psychological, 
method will be most ly concerned with the spontaneous 
origination, the live and truly evolutionary movement of 
spiritual awakening, tha t ensues upon the fact of cultural 
contact and cross-fertilization. Sometimes, the result of this 
quickening will wear an institutional and sociological guise, 
as in the start l ing case, regarded as by no means impos
sible by Dr. Rivers, of father-right resulting from the fusion 
of two matril incal stocks. 3 7 Even in such a case, however, 
when Dr. Rivers comes to formulate a " m e c h a n i s m " — b y 
which sinister expression he simply means a scheme—be 
frankly resorts to psychology in order to exhibit the t rue 
nature of the process. In other cases, the product of 
contact will be on the face of it a psychological fact, t o 
which a psychological explanation may be applied without 
more ado. Thus , an aetiological my th may be generated 
to account for some unfamiliar importation, a process a t t r i 
butable to the st imulating effect on the imagination of the 
new and strange. As regards this last example , I am 
thinking, of course, of the illuminating paper on " T h e 
Sociological Significance of Myth " which Dr. Rivers read 
before this Society some five years ago . ' 8 

n Hist. AM. s«. ii. 320. 
M Fili-fort, xslii. ( I 9 I J )» 3°7 f« Let me confess that I appreciate the 

psychological principle as to the effect of the unfamiliar all the more because 
my own theory of pre-animistic religion is based largely on a like presupposition. 
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I have exhausted your patience, without by any means 
exhaust ing a theme which takes us down to the roots of 
the science of culture, the science of Ty lo r and Gomme. 
I t must suffice to have tried to show two things : firstly, 
how in the past the evolutionary and historical methods, 
with which the names of Tylor and Gomme are severallyasso-
ciated, were used by them, yet never abused ; and, secondly, 
how in the future we might hope to bring these methods 
into closer co-operation by concentrating on the general 
conditions, and especially on the psychology, of culture-
contact. If I have sounded the psychological note too 
strongly, I would ask you to bear with my individual bent 
or bias. For, as compared with sociology, psychology has 
always seemed to me to have the first word and the last ; jus t 
as thought comes first and last as compared with speech. A 
meaning is there before we t ry to put it into words, and, 
though the words help it out, yet they always lag a little 
behind our ideal meaning. So too, then, I conceive the 
soul of man, in its individual and social capacities taken 
together, to be a self-active power which both originates 
institutions, and, though developing through their aid, ever 
transcends them, ever seeks to t ransmute them so that they 
may subserve still higher and more ideal ends. Tylor 
called our science the science of culture, and it is a good 
name. Hut let us not forget that culture s tands at once for 
a body and a life, and that the body is a function of the 
life, not the life of the body. 

R . R . M A R E T T . 
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